REMARKS 

Claims 1-12, 15-19, and 21-31 are now pending in tlie application. Claims 13, 14 
and 20 have been cancelled without prejudice to the subject matter contained therein. 
Claims 5. 6. 15, and 24-28 have been withdrawn. New claims 29-31 have been added. 
In addition, minor amendments have also been made to the claims to simply overcome 
objections to the claims. The Examiner is respectfully requested to reconsider and 
withdraw the rejections in view of the amendments and remarks contained herein. 

Rejection UNneR 35 U.S.C. S 102 

Claims 1-2 and 6-7 stand rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 102(b) as being anticipated 
by Pasterchick (US Pub. No. 2002/0023395). This rejection is respectfully traversed. 

At the outset. Applicant submits that the amendment to claim 1 has rendered 
moot the rejection of claim 1 (and claims 2, and 6-7 depending therefrom). 

Applicant further submits that claim 1 is patentably distinct over Pasterchick 
because Pasterchick does not disclose or suggest each and every feature required by 
claim 1. For example, Pasterchick does not disclose or suggest a cover with a top 
portion that includes "a pair of opposed side edges and an overhang extending 
generally outwardly and downwardly from each said side edge of the top portion." In 
addition, the Office Action notes that original claim 4. which recited overhangs, appears 
to be drawn to allowable subject matter. Accordingly, Applicant believes that claim 1 is 
not anticipated by Pasterchick because Pasterchick does not disclose or teach 
overhangs. 
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With regard to claims 2 and 6-7. these claims depend from independent claim 1. 
which Applicant believes to be allowable in view of the above remarks. As such. 
Applicant submits that claims 2 and 6-7. by virtue of their dependence from claim 1 . are 
also allowable for at least these reasons. 



RF.IECTION UNPPR as U.S.C. S 103 



Claims 3, 17-19, and 22-23 

Claims 3. 17-19. and 22-23 stand rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Pasterchick (US Pub. No. 2002/0023395). This rejection is 

respectfully traversed. 

At the outset. Applicant submits that the amendments to claim 1 and 17 has 
rendered moot the rejection of claim 1 (and claim 3 depending therefrom) and claims 17 
(and claims 18-19 and 22-23 depending therefrom). Applicant further submits that 
claims 3. 17-19, and 22-23 are patentably distinct over Pasterchick because 
Pasterchick does not disclose or suggest each and every feature required by 
independent claims 1 and 17. For example, and as noted above. Pasterchick does not 
disclose or suggest a cover with a top portion that includes "a pair of opposed side 
edges and an overhang extending generally outwardly and downwardly from each said 
side edge of the top portion" as recited in claims 1 and 17. Accordingly. Pasterchick also 
does not render obvious the dependent claims 3. 17-19, and 22-23 therefrom. For at 
least this reason. Applicant submits that claims 3, 17-19. and 22-23 are in condition for 



allowance. 
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Further, Applicant respectfully traverses the Official Notice taken in the Office 
Action that it would have been obvious to one having ordinal, skill In the art to drill a 
hole in order to create at least one opening for air ventilation between the cover and the 
board. First, the official no«ce must be -capable of such instant and unquesficnable 
demonstration as to defy dispute", and is not appropriate without citing a prior art 
reference where the facts asserted to be well known a-e not capable of Instant and 
unquestionable ~tratlon as being well-known. MPEP § 2144.03. Further, 
amended claims 4, 8, and 17 require the openings in the covers side porUons to be at 
least part-.lly covered by the overtiangs. In various embodiments, this prevents water 
(e.g., rain, etc.) from entering the openings but still allows moisture to vent ou*»a.lly 
mrough those openings. Appltoan. submns that «iese features would no. be considered 
,0 be common knowledge or well-known in the art. Applicant submte that these features 
are no, obvious, and respectful^ traverses the Offtelal Nottee taken. For this addltk,nal 
reason. Applicant submits that claim 17 is allowable. 

Claims 8-10, 12-13, and16 

Claims 8-10, 12-13, and 16 stand reieCed under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Oliveri e, al (US Paten, No. 5,794,390) in view of Pasterchick (US 
Pub. No. 2002/0023395). This rejecUon is respectfully traversed. 

At the outset. Applicant submits «ia, the amendment to claim 8 has rendered 
.00. the rejection o, claim 8 (and claims 9, 10, 12, 13, and 16 depending therefrom). 
Applicant ftirther submits that claims 8-10. 12, 13, and 16 are palentably distinct over 
pasterchick because Pasterchick does no. disclose or suggest each and every feature 
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required by independen. Calm 8. For example. ar,d as noted above, Pasterohfck does 
no. disclosure or suggest a cover having a top portton «,at Indudes "a pair o. opposed 
side edges and an overhang extending generally outwardly and downwardly from each 
said Side edge of the top portion, the covers side portions having openings therein for 
venting an a,«a between the floorboard and the cover when the cover is positioned on 
the floorboard, the openings In the cover's side por«ons being at leas. partia% covered 
by the overhangs." In addition, claim 8 has been rewritten to Include features of claim 14 
whteh me Office Ac«on noted appears to be drawn to allowable subieot matter. For at 

leas, these reasons. Applfcant believes cl^m 8 is patentable over Oliver in view of 

Pasterchiclt. and in condition for allowance. 

With regard .o claims 9, 10. 12, and 16. mese claims depend from Independen. 

cteim 8, which Appllcan. believes .o be allowable in view of .he above remarks. As such, 

Applican. submte »a. c^ms 9, 10, 12 and 16, by virtue of their dependence from claim 

8 are also allowable for at least these reasons. 

Claim 13 has been cancelled without prejudice to the subject matter confined 

therein such the rejection thereof is moot. 



Claim 11 

Claim 11 stands rejeCed under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) as being unpa.en.able over 
Olh^eri e. ai (US Pa.ent No. 5.794.390) and PasterchicK (US Pub. No. 2002/0023395) in 
further View of Orchard (US Pa.. No. 5,775,048). This rejecBon is respecMy .raversed. 

Witt, regard to claim 11, this claim depend from Independen. claim 8, which 
Applican. believes .o be allowable in view of tt,e above remarks. As such. Appl^n. 
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submte that claim 11, by virtue of its dependence from claim 8 is also allowable for at 
least these reasons. 

Claim 21 

The Office Action does not appear to address claim 21. However, this claim 
depends from claim 20, which Applicant believes to be allowable in view of the above 
remarks. As such. Applicant submits that claim 21, by virtue of its dependence from 
claim 8, is also allowable for at least these reasons. 

Mew nialMS 29-31 

New claims 29-31 are supported by the application as originally filed. 
Accordingly, no new matter is introduced by the addition of claims 29-31. In addifion, 
claims 29-31 each depend from an independent claim shown above to be allowable. 
Accordingly, Applicants respectfully submits that claims 29-31 are each in condition for 
allowance for at least the reasons given above in connection with the Independent claim 
from which they depend. That is, none of the cited references disclose, teach or suggest 
^e cover's top portion including a pair of opposed side edges and an overhang 
extending generally outwardly and downwardly from each said side edge of the top 
portion." 

in addition, claims 29-31 are further patentably distinguishable over the cited 
references in that the cited references do not disclose, teach or suggest the additional 
features required by these claims "each said overhang is cunred generally downwardly 
relative to the covers top portion for forming a drip edge to facilitate the flow of liquid off 
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the cover's top portion." 



Allowable shb-iect Matter 

The Office Action states that claim 4. 14. and 20 appear to be drawn to allowable 
subject matter. Applicant has rewritten claim 1 to include features of claim 4. rewritten 
claim 8 to include features of claim 14. and rewritten claim 17 to include features of claim 
20. Accordingly, Applicant believes that claims 1. 8. and 17 are in condition for allowance. 



Conclusion 

It is believed that all of the stated grounds of rejection have been properly 
traversed, accommodated, or rendered moot. Applicant therefore respectfully requests 
that the Examiner reconsider and withdraw all presently outstanding rejections. It is 
believed that a full and complete response has been made to the outstanding Office 
Action, and as such, the present application is in condition for allowance. Thus, prompt 
and favorable consideration of this amendment is respectfully requested. If the 
Examiner believes that personal communication will expedite prosecution of this 
application, the Examiner is invited to telephone the undersigned at (314) 726-7502. 

Re^ectiilly submitted, 



Dated: 



r 




Ant^y Fussner, Reg. No. 47.582 



Harness, Dickey & Pierce, P.LC. 
7700 Bonhomme. Suite 400 
St. Louis. MO 63105 
(314)726-7500 



[AGF/dmkb] 
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